In this study, personalization of online learning environments, learner participation, and satisfaction in using these environments are inquired. With this purpose in mind, learners' personalization preferences of appearance and their satisfaction regarding the personalization in online learning environments are determined. In data collection and analysis processes, both quantitative and qualitative methods were used. And the study was designed as an explanatory mixed method research. Data is collected from 60 second-year students registered to Instructional
Introduction
Today, the rapid developments in the field of information and communication technology have become the most important dynamics of the situation of social change. Having not been limited within its own field, its changes and developments also affect the education system as it affects all other fields. Learning environments, which are set to accomplish educational facilities, have been rapidly continuing to change. With the rapid advancements and innovations in technology, educational policies of Turkey have been structured on bringing up individuals who are "learning to learn," providing the individuals with an environment in which they educate themselves whenever and wherever available to them, and even enabling them to learn according to their knowledge level and learning skills (Turkish Foundation for Science, 2003) . One way to accomplish this is distance education. Distance education provides the tools necessary to meet the growing learning needs and makes learning independent of time and space. Online learning is defined as a type of distance education, which is designed to be delivered through Web, which provides independent of time and place access, and which is facilitated over a net (Internet or Intranet) (Horton, 2000) . The concept of Web 2.0 is a new generation of the Web in which users have leading role and content is more important than design. With the development of the technologies in online learning environments, it is possible for learners to edit their own learning environments and personalize them for their needs.
Literature Review
There are some studies in the literature which explain how people personalize their offices (Brunia & Hartjes-Gosselink, 2009; Wells, Thelen, & Ruark, 2007; Wells, 2000) , their isolated areas like the ones in the poles (Evans & Carrere, 1994) , their dormitory rooms (Vinsel, Brown, Altman, & Carolyn, 1980) , and patient rooms (Holahan & Saegert, 1973) . Similarly, personalization on mobile phones that surround our lives, computers, and electronic products are taking place, and research articles on personalization of learning environment continue to increase day by day. Although there is no consensus on the definition of personalization in the literature, there are many terms used as a synonym for it, such as customization, classification (Smith, 1956) , mass customization (Pine, 1993) , individualization (Riemer & Totz, 2001) , targeting, profiling, direct targeting (Peppers & Rogers, 1997) , and so on. The term personalization, which is used in a wide area ranging from the customization of life space to the customization of technological devices and environments, has been defined as a process that changes the functionality, interface, information content, or distinctiveness of a system to increase its personal relevance to an individual (Blom, 2000) . In the study for the personalization of desktop and mobile phones, Blom and Monk (2003) studied the effects of personalization process on the users in many aspects, and these aspects grounded the Theory of Personalization of Appearance. In a study towards the personalization of the mobile phones and desktops, impact of personalization on users was considered in many aspects. There are two main categories in the Theory of Personalization of Appearance. One is "dispositions to personalize appearance" and the other is "effects of personalization on the user" (Blom & Monk, 2003) . Accordingly, categories like the frequency of use of the system or product, ownership of the system or environment, knowledge of personalization, ease of personalization, effectiveness of personalization features, and socioemotional context of use affect the dispositions to personalize appearance. However, ease of use, improved aesthetics, recognition of system, reflection of personal identity, familiarity with system etc. are components of the effects of personalization on the user. The personalization of desktop and mobile phones, which are the subjects of the Theory of Personalization of Appearance, and portal sites like Yahoo (Ho, 2006) , Gmail and Hotmail, email accounts, wiki and blog pages and similar Web 2.0 tools, have taken place among the environments in which personalization can be done and all these developments together lead to personalization in learning environments.
Personalization can be either user-initiated or system-initiated. In user-initiated personalization, the user himself manipulates aspects of his device or system or configures contents of a Website based on his individual needs and wants. On the contrary, in the system-initiated personalization, the system/device adapts content using information about the user or his/her behavior captured by the system/device. In the literature, studies on personalization of the Web applications have generally focused on determining and outlining the aspects of personalization (Fan & Poole, 2006; Miceli, Ricotta, & Costabile, 2007; Palmér, Sire, Bogdanov, Gillet, & Wild, 2009) and the customization of the user profiles (Bouzeghoub & Kostadinov, 2006) , and showing service, news, content, and ads according to the users interest (Lavie, Sela, Oppenheim, Inbar, & Meyer, 2010) . Troyer and Leune (1998) dealt with problems related to personalization design, and "Website design method (WSDM)" was discussed and focused on user-driven web applications. In this study, possible user profile information is systematically collected, class diagrams are constructed, and various navigation options are created in the web pages without considering the individual differences. In another two interesting studies on personalization (Ceri, Fraternali, & Paraboschi, 1999; Ceri, Fraternali, & Bongio, 2000) , user-or groupfocused presentation of the Web sites is conducted by using the Web modeling language (Web ML). Purchase history and favorite sites of individual users with extensible markup language (XML)-based schemas are being collected and associated with the user's data. A similar study of Ceri et al. (2000) was conducted by Rossi, Schwabe, and Guimarães in 2001. However, instead of Web ML, which is data-centered, an object-oriented hypermedia design method approach was used. In this approach, it is possible to use different content and design templates for different access levels. In a study, Martinez and Bunderson (2007) pointed out that there exists a relationship between the individual's learning style and personalizable environments, and added that learning takes place more successfully if designs that consider the individual characteristics of the learner are applied. It is also pointed out that when general design principles are applied, learning failures might occur and from this aspect, designs, which consider individual differences, should be offered in online learning environments. Another research study on interactive and personalizable design of online learning environment was conducted by Granlie and MacQuarrie (2008) . Project that was funded by European Union carried out in four institution located in Denmark and Germany, designed online virtual museum considering learner needs, learning styles, and profile information. Users can also choose text size preferences and the way they navigate by selecting text-based or visual-based navigation.
In the literature, although there are studies suggesting that the design of the websites consider the user demands, it can be said that the use of these environments for educational purposes and studies on enabling the personalization according to the personal preferences of learners is new. Similarly, studies on the personalization of appearance like font type, color, and background color in online learning environments are very rare. In a study, Blom and Monk (2007) stated that users generally personalized the elements, such as background images, graphics, profile pictures, and font color in the web environments provided. Liang, Lai, and Ku (2007) stated that personalization can reduce overload of information, and thus, it will increase the user satisfaction.
In assessing the effectiveness of the learning activities in online learning environments, various methods are used. The most common method is satisfaction and performance (Martinez-Caro, 2009 ). Structure and design of the course have a key role in the learner satisfaction in online learning (Roach & Lemasters, 2006) . While learner satisfaction has increased its importance day by day as the most effective factors of online programs (Holder, 2007; Ginns & Ellis, 2007; Kim, Liu, & Bonk, 2005) , studies on online learning should be the ones that should reinforce the present aspects, contribute new aspects, or make up deficiencies in this field. Some studies pointed out that learners' being familiar with technology use and their attitudes towards online learning systems affect learner satisfaction (Changchit, 2007; Hammoud , Love, Baldwin, & Sherry, 2008; Liu, Teh, Peiris, & Choi, 2009) , and learners with higher computer use experience are more satisfied with online learning (Liu et al., 2009 ). However, traditional online applications, which provide content with the same design for all users, have remained insufficient in providing satisfaction to students.
Methodology
The purpose of this paper is to study the relationship between the personalization of appearance and learner satisfaction level in online learning environments. In data collection and analysis processes with regards to answer research questions, both qualitative and quantitative methods were used and therefore the study is designed as a mixed model. In the mixed model research, qualitative and quantitative approaches, methods, concepts, or techniques are used together, and in some phases, both qualitative and quantitative data are collected, analyzed, or combined to have a better understanding of the problem (Creswell, 2008; Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2006; Johnson & Christensen, 2008; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004) . Mixed model research use both types of data when quantitative-or qualitative-only data is insufficient in exploring research questions. Mixed research method aims to minimize the weaknesses of the use of other methods. Therefore, the quality of the research carried out by using mixed methods, which use strong side of both quantitative and qualitative, is increasing (Creswell, 2008; Johnson & Christensen, 2008) . Participants of the study were 60 students who were registered to Instructional Design Course at Eskisehir Osmangazi University, Faculty of Education, Computer and Instructional Technology in Education Department in 2010-2011 Spring term. The reason for choosing this course is its modular structure and being suitable for the online learning environment developed for use in this study.
Data Collection
Data was collected in three phases: before, during, and after the implementation. Before the implementation, data were obtained from personal information questionnaire; during the implementation, the usage statistics were obtained from personalizable learning management system (LMS); and after the implementation, based on the evaluation questionnaire of the environments, focus group and in-depth interviews were analysed.
Personalizable LMS
An account to access the environment was created for each student and given to them in the beginning of the course by the researcher. Personalizable LMS that is provided to students contains learning content materials and functionality to personalize student's learning environment. Personalized profile, preferences, and main menu contain modules, blog, wiki, resources, chat, and email tools that are listed at left side of page as seen in Figure 1 .
The course content, which was prepared by the course facilitator and consisted of three modules, was digitized and uploaded to LMS by the researcher. In the first module, personalization was not enabled for the students. In the second module, students were able to personalize both the order of the content and visual elements like font type, size, text color, and background color throughout the Web based learning environment. In the third and last module, students were allowed to change only visual elements like font type, size, text color, and background color (see Figure 2) .
Students are able to personalize their learning environment online. Therefore, no external administer pages or redirection is used.
Personalizable LMS Usage Statistics
In the study, the main data collection source is the personalizable LMS specially developed for this study. In order for students to access from anywhere, www.ogretimtasarimi.net domain name was allocated and the personalizable LMS was configured by the researcher. Each user activity like time spent on page, click count, referrer addresses, personalization preferences, and the frequency of the preference-changing are recorded into database for each user. 
Personal Information Questionnaire
Personal information questionnaire was designed to get information, such as gender, experience of the Internet and computer use, status of access to technology and its use, status of customizing Web 2.0 tools, and attitudes toward online learning environments of the students who were registered to instructional design course. Participants were firstly asked to fill out this form in the study.
Environment Evaluation Questionnaire
Within the scope of the study, in the environment evaluation questionnaire, which was designed to assess satisfaction, every question was responded by giving points ranging from seven (finding very useful) to one (never finding useful). In this questionnaire, there were questions about the way the course carried out, Web 2.0 tools used in the course, and the tools in the personalizable learning environment.
Focus Group Discussion
In the focus group discussions, 29 out of 60 students who participated in the first phase of the study were interviewed in four different group discussions. In LMS, learner's data from four environments were analyzed. These include personalization of the appearance, order of content personalization, wiki environment, and blogs. As a result of the analysis, students were divided into four categories according to the ones who personalized the four environments, the ones who personalized the three environments, the ones who personalized the two environments, and the ones who personalized only one environment.
Validity and Reliability of the Study
The codes obtained during the focus group discussions and in-depth interviews were analyzed by the experts, together with themes and the subjects on which "agreed" and "disagreed" were discussed and necessary changes were made afterwards. For reliability estimation, the following convergent percentage suggested by Miles and Huberman (1994) was used. In the estimation done by using the convergent percentage formula of Miles and Huberman, reliability of the focus group discussions was found.
Findings

Findings of Two Earlier Phases
The participants enrolled in the study, 31 (51.7%) were male and 29 (48.3%) were female. The class distribution of the participants, 42 (70%) were 2nd grade and 13 (21.7%) 1st grade students (see Table 1 ). As a result of Mann-Whitney analysis, which was done to study whether there exists a difference in participants' general course satisfaction according to using the personalization of the appearance facilities, no statistical difference was found between the participants who personalized the appearance and the ones who did not in the context of the subject studied (Mann-Whitney U = 338.5, Z = -0.243, p > 0.05) (see Table 2 ).
Similarly, as a result of Mann-Whitney analysis, which was done to study whether there exists a difference in participants' satisfaction for personalization according to using the personalization of the appearance facilities, no statistical difference was found between the participants who personalized the appearance and the ones who did not in the context of the subject studied (Mann-Whitney U = 261.5, Z = -1.628, p > 0.05) (see Table 3 ). On the other hand, in the analysis done between the students' average of personalization frequency and average of satisfaction in personalizing the appearance, there was a meaningful relationship (r = 0.340, p < 0.05). However, there existed no significant difference between the students' average of personalization frequency and average scores for satisfaction of the course (r = 0.159, p > 0.05). While when overall satisfaction averages are analyzed, it can be said that participants were generally satisfied with with the course. Besides, personalization satisfaction of the participants who carried out personalization was higher than the ones who did not (see Table 4 ). 
Findings of Last Phase
Some of the participants finding the personalization activity enjoyable stated that they had fun during this process.
Participant 21: "… I find it very enjoyable. I mean, in the past we could not do it any sites we visited. We were using them as they were presented. But now, as I said, I like changing there because it is functional. " One of the participants stated that being able to personalize the environments as she/he wishes motivated her/him.
Participant 25: "All in all, you find something specific, you see as you want to see. I think this is motivating." Some of the participants indicated their satisfaction for personalizing the appearance and that they liked doing this. Participant 29: "I tried hard but I like designing. I even thought it would be very good if there were images and I could insert them. I liked it, it was good; then I pressed apply and I wondered whether it would really work. I pressed and the color changed, I was happy, I mean it felt good."
Conclusion
When analyzing the relationship between the states of using the facilities provided for personalization and satisfaction level, there was no significant difference. Still, in the focus group discussions and in-depth interviews, students generally indicated their satisfaction for the methodology of the course, learning environment, and personalization tools. Moreover, satisfaction level of the participants who personalized the appearance and content order was higher than the ones who did not. This finding is supported by the studies in the literature. In a study, Chang and Chen (2008) advocated that content and interface personalization would provide a higher customer satisfaction. According to Kwon and Kim (2012) , user based personalization is more effective than system-based personalization in terms of customer satisfaction. Similarly, in another study in which different personalization strategies were used, it was found out that more than half of the participants were content with personalization process (Essalmi, Ayed, Jemni, & Graf, 2010) . Participants also stated that they did not encounter any technical problem in the personalization process, but they suggested that it would be better to improve the personalization tools, so that facilities like adding a profile picture, applying design templates, and audio visual or text-based content presentation according to learning styles could be presented in a more wide range.
